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DETAILED ACTION 



The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Montpetit, Suzuki et al., Seo et al., Servi et al, Widegren et al. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to 
which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-3, 7, 9, 13-16, 19, 21, 25-28, 31, & 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Scholefield et al in view of Wang et al. 

1 . Regarding Claim 1, Scholefield disclosed A method for managing real-time bandwidth 
requests in a wireless network (abstract), comprising: 

receiving a request for a connection for bandwidth of a cell of a wireless network; (col. 3; 9-19) 

Scholefield fails to disclosed determining a priority associated with the connection. 
However, Wang teaches in an analogous art, that determining a priority associated with the 
connection (col.4; 30-41); and processing the request for the connection based on the priority. 
(coL4; 59-67) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
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of invention to include determining a priority associated with the connection in order to provide 
qualitative QOS parameters in a wireless network. 

2. Regarding Claim 2, Scholefield disclosed all the particulars of the claim except the priority 
comprises a subscription level. However, Wang teaches in an analogous art, that The method of 
Claim 1, wherein the priority comprises a subscription level, (user profile; coL4; 30-41) 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
to include the priority comprises a subscription level in order to provide qualitative parameters in 
a wireless network. 

3. Regarding Claim 3, Scholefield disclosed all the particulars of the claim except the 
subscription level comprises a quality of service (QoS). However, Wang teaches in an analogous 
art, that The method of Claim 1, wherein the subscription level comprises a quality of service 
(QoS) and processing the request based on the QoS comprises processing the request in an order 
based on the QoS. (col.4; 59-67) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of invention to include the subscription level comprises a quality of service 
(QoS) in order to provide qualitative QOS parameters in a wireless network. 

7. Regarding Claim 7, Scholefield disclosed The method of Claim 1, wherein the request is a call 
origination request, (col. 3; 9-14) 
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9. Regarding Claim 9, Scholefield disclosed The method of Claim 1 5 wherein the connection is 
an existing connection and the request is an additional bandwidth request for the connection. 
(col.4; 33-39) 

13. Regarding Claim 13, Scholefield disclosed A system for managing real-time bandwidth 
requests in a wireless network (abstract), comprising: 

means for receiving a request for a connection for bandwidth of a cell of a wireless network; 
(col.3;9-19) 

Scholefield fails to disclosed means for determining a priority associated with the connection. 
However, Wang teaches in an analogous art, that means for determining a priority associated 
with the connection (col.4; 30-41); and means for processing the request for the connection 
based on the priority, (col.4; 59-67) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention to include means for determining a priority associated with 
the connection in order to provide qualitative QOS parameters in a wireless network. 

14. Regarding Claim 14, Scholefield disclosed all the particulars of the claim except the priority 
comprises a subscription level. However, Wang teaches in an analogous art, that The system of 
Claim 13, wherein the priority comprises a subscription level, (user profile; col.4; 30-41) 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
to include the priority comprises a subscription level in order to provide qualitative parameters in 
a wireless network. 
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15. Regarding Claim 15, Scholefield disclosed all the particulars of the claim except the 
subscription level comprises a quality of service (QoS). However, Wang teaches in an analogous 
art, that The method of Claim 13, wherein the subscription level comprises a quality of service 
(QoS) and processing the request based on the QoS comprises processing the request in an order 
based on the QoS. (col.4; 59-67) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of invention to include the subscription level comprises a quality of service 
(QoS) in order to provide qualitative QOS parameters in a wireless network. 

16. Regarding Claim 16, Scholefield disclosed all the particulars of the claim except processing 
the request after requests in higher priority CoS queues have been processed. However, Wang 
teaches in an analogous art, that The system of Claim 15, means for processing the request in the 
order based on the QoS comprising: 

means for retrieving a QoS policy for the connection; (col.4; 59-67) 

means for determining a class of service (CoS) for the connection based on the QoS policy; 

(col.4; 59-67) 

means for queuing the request in a corresponding CoS queue; (col.6; 19-35) and 
means for processing the request after requests in higher priority CoS queues have been 
processed, (col.6; 19-35) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of invention to include processing the request after requests in higher priority CoS 
queues have been processed in order to provide quantitative QOS parameters in a wireless 
network. 
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19. Regarding Claim 19, Scholefield disclosed The method of Claim 13, wherein the request is a 
call origination request. (coL3; 9-14) 

21. Regarding Claim 21, Scholefield disclosed The system of Claim 13, wherein the connection 
is an existing connection and the request is an additional bandwidth request for the connection. 
(col.4; 33-39) 

25. Regarding Claim 25, Scholefield disclosed A system for managing real-time bandwidth 
request in a wireless network, comprising: logic encoded in media (abstract), comprising: 
the logic operable to receive a request for a connection for bandwidth of a cell of a wireless 
network; (col.3; 9-19) 

Scholefield fails to disclosed means for determining a priority associated with the 
connection. However, Wang teaches in an analogous art, that determine a priority associated 
with the connection and process the request for the connection based on the priority, (col.4; 59- 
67) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to include means for determining a priority associated with the connection in order to 
provide qualitative QOS parameters in a wireless network. 

26. Regarding Claim 26, Scholefield disclosed all the particulars of the claim except the priority 
comprises a subscription level. However, Wang teaches in an analogous art, that The system of 
Claim 25, wherein the priority comprises a subscription level, (user profile; col.4; 30-41) 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
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to include the priority comprises a subscription level in order to provide qualitative parameters in 
a wireless network. 

27. Regarding Claim 27, Scholefield disclosed all the particulars of the claim except the 
subscription level comprises a quality of service (QoS). However, Wang teaches in an analogous 
art, that The method of Claim 25, wherein the subscription level comprises a quality of service 
(QoS) and processing the request based on the QoS comprises processing the request in an order 
based on the QoS. (col.4; 59-67) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of invention to include the subscription level comprises a quality of service 
(QoS) in order to provide qualitative QOS parameters in a wireless network. 

28. Regarding Claim 28, Scholefield disclosed all the particulars of the claim except processing 
the request after requests in higher priority CoS queues have been processed. However, Wang 
teaches in an analogous art, that The system of Claim 25, the logic operable to process the 
request in the order based on the QoS by retrieving a QoS policy for the connection; (col.4; 59- 
67) 

determining a class of service (CoS) for the connection based on the QoS policy; (col.4; 59-67) 
queuing the request in a corresponding CoS queue; (coL6; 19-35) and 

processing the request after requests in higher priority CoS queues have been processed, (col. 6; 
19-35) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to include processing the request after requests in higher priority CoS queues have 
been processed in order to provide quantitative QOS parameters in a wireless network. 
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3 1 . Regarding Claim 3 1 , Scholefield disclosed The method of Claim 25, wherein the request is a 
call origination request. (col.3; 9-14) 

33. Regarding Claim 33, Scholefield disclosed The method of Claim 25, wherein the connection 
is an existing connection and the request is an additional bandwidth request for the connection. 
(col.4; 33-39) 

Claims 4-6, 17-18 & 29-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Scholefield et al. & Wang et al. further in view of Olkkonen et al. 

4. Regarding Claim 4, Scholefield disclosed all the particulars of the claim except determining a 
class of service (CoS) for the connection based on the QoS policy. However, Wang teaches in an 
analogous art, that The method of Claim 3, processing the request in the order based on the QoS 
comprising: 

retrieving a QoS policy for the connection; (col. 4; 59-67) 

determining a class of service (CoS) for the connection based on the QoS policy; (col.4; 59-67) 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
to include determining a class of service (CoS) for the connection based on the QoS policy in 
order to provide quantitative QOS parameters in a wireless network. 

The above combination disclosed all the particulars of the claim except queuing the 
request in a corresponding CoS queue. However, Olkkonen teaches in an analogous art, that 
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queuing the request in a corresponding CoS queue and processing the request after requests in 
higher priority CoS queues have been processed. (FIFO queue; col.4; 40-60) Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include queuing 
the request in a corresponding CoS queue in order to provide packet prioritization when routing 
the data packets. 

5. Regarding Claim 5, The above combination disclosed all the particulars of the claim except 
clearing the request after a delay threshold for the request is reached. However, Olkkonen 
teaches in an analogous art, that The method of Claim 4, further comprising clearing the request 
after a delay threshold for the request is reached, (col.4; 40-60) Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include clearing the request 
after a delay threshold for the request is reached in order to provide the propagation delay 
threshold in a wireless network. 

6. Regarding Claim 6, Scholefield disclosed all the particulars of the claim except processing the 
request after requests in higher priority CoS queues have been processed. However, Wang 
teaches in an analogous art, that The method of Claim 1, wherein the subscription level 
comprises a class of service (CoS), further comprising: 

receiving a plurality of requests each for admission of a connection to the cell of the wireless 
network; (col.4; 59-67) 

queuing each of the requests in one of a plurality of queues corresponding to the CoS for the 
connection; (col. 6; 19-35) 
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processing requests in the queues by queue beginning with a queue corresponding to a highest 
priority CoS and in a descending order of CoS priority to provide bandwidth to corresponding 
connections until available bandwidth is exhausted, (col. 6, 19-35) Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include processing the 
request after requests in higher priority CoS queues have been processed in order to provide 
quantitative QOS parameters in a wireless network. 

The above combination disclosed all the particulars of the claim except clearing from the 
queues any request reaching a delay threshold. However, Olkkonen teaches in an analogous art, 
that clearing from the queues any request reaching a delay threshold, (col.4; 40-60) Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include 
clearing from the queues any request reaching a delay threshold in order to provide the 
propagation delay threshold in a wireless network. 

17. Regarding Claim 17, The above combination disclosed all the particulars of the claim except 
clearing the request after a delay threshold for the request is reached. However, Olkkonen 
teaches in an analogous art, that The system of Claim 16, further comprising means for clearing 
the request after a delay threshold for the request is reached, (col.4; 40-60) Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include clearing 
the request after a delay threshold for the request is reached in order to provide the propagation 
delay threshold in a wireless network. 
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18. Regarding Claim 18, Scholefield disclosed all the particulars of the claim except processing 
the request after requests in higher priority CoS queues have been processed. However, Wang 
teaches in an analogous art, that The system of Claim 13, wherein the subscription level 
comprises a class of service (CoS), further comprising: 

means for receiving a plurality of requests each for admission of a connection to the cell of the 
wireless network; (col.4; 59-67) 

means for queuing each of the requests in one of a plurality of queues corresponding to the CoS 
for the connection; (col. 6; 19-35) 

means for processing requests in the queues by queue beginning with a queue corresponding to a 
highest priority CoS and in a descending order of CoS priority to provide bandwidth to 
corresponding connections until available bandwidth is exhausted, (col. 6; 19-35) Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include 
processing the request after requests in higher priority CoS queues have been processed in order 
to provide quantitative QOS parameters in a wireless network. 

The above combination disclosed all the particulars of the claim except clearing from the 
queues any request reaching a delay threshold. However, Olkkonen teaches in an analogous art, 
that clearing from the queues any request reaching a delay threshold, (col.4; 40-60) Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include 
clearing from the queues any request reaching a delay threshold in order to provide the 
propagation delay threshold in a wireless network. 
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29. Regarding Claim 29, The above combination disclosed all the particulars of the claim except 
clearing the request after a delay threshold for the request is reached. However, Olkkonen 
teaches in an analogous art, that The system of Claim 28, the logic further operable to clear the 
request after a delay threshold for the request is reached, (col.4; 40-60) Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include clearing the 
request after a delay threshold for the request is reached in order to provide the propagation delay 
threshold in a wireless network. 

30. Regarding Claim 30, Scholefield disclosed all the particulars of the claim except processing 
the request after requests in higher priority CoS queues have been processed. However, Wang 
teaches in an analogous art, that The system of Claim 25, wherein the subscription level 
comprises a class of service (CoS), the logic further operable to receive a plurality of requests 
each for admission of a connection to the cell of the wireless network, (col.4; 59-67) queue each 
of the requests in one of a plurality of queues corresponding to the CoS for the connection (col.6; 
19-35), highest priority CoS and in a descending order of CoS priority to provide bandwidth to 
corresponding connections until available bandwidth is exhausted, (col.6; 19-35) Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include 
processing the request after requests in higher priority CoS queues have been processed in order 
to provide quantitative QOS parameters in a wireless network. 

The above combination disclosed all the particulars of the claim except clearing from the 
queues any request reaching a delay threshold. However, Olkkonen teaches in an analogous art, 
that clear from the queues any request reaching a delay threshold and process requests in the 
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queues, (col 4; 40-60) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention to include clearing from the queues any request reaching a delay threshold 
in order to provide the propagation delay threshold in a wireless network. 

Claims 8, 10-12, 20, 22-24, 32 & 34-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Scholefield et al. & Wang et al. further in view of Nagarajan et al. 

8. Regarding Claim 8, The above combination disclosed all the particulars of the claim except 
the request is a handoff request. However, Nagarajan teaches in an analogous art, that The 
method of Claim 1, wherein the request is a handoff request, (col.5; 45-51) Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include the 
request is a handoff request in order to provide admitting handoff calls into a wireless network. 

10. Regarding Claim 10, The above combination disclosed all the particulars of the claim except 
processing the request by determining whether allowing the request would exceed a blocking 
threshold for the cell. However, Nagarajan teaches in an analogous art, that The method of Claim 
1, further comprising processing the request by determining whether allowing the request would 
exceed a blocking threshold for the cell, (col.6; 1 1-26) Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include processing the request by 
determining whether allowing the request would exceed a blocking threshold for the cell in order 
to provide admitting handoff calls into a wireless network. 



Application/Control Number: 09/839,833 Page 14 

Art Unit: 2683 

11. Regarding Claim 11, The above combination disclosed all the particulars of the claim except 
processing the request by determining whether allowing the request would exceed a 
corresponding blocking threshold. However, Nagarajan teaches in an analogous art, that The 
method of Claim 10, wherein the cell comprises a plurality of blocking thresholds and further 
comprising processing the request by determining whether allowing the request would exceed a 
corresponding blocking threshold, (col. 6; 45-63) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include processing the request by 
determining whether allowing the request would exceed a corresponding blocking threshold in 
order to provide admitting handoff calls into a wireless network. 

12. Regarding Claim 12, The above combination disclosed all the particulars of the claim except 
a call bandwidth blocking threshold for call admission and additional bandwidth requests and a 
handoff blocking threshold for call handoff requests. However, Nagarajan teaches in an 
analogous art, that The method of Claim 11, wherein the cell comprises a call bandwidth 
blocking threshold for call admission and additional bandwidth requests and a handoff blocking 
threshold for call handoff requests, (col. 6; 45-63) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include a call bandwidth blocking threshold 
for call admission and additional bandwidth requests and a handoff blocking threshold for call 
handoff requests in order to provide admitting new and/or handoff calls into a wireless network. 

20. Regarding Claim 20, The above combination disclosed all the particulars of the claim except 
the request is a handoff request. However, Nagarajan teaches in an analogous art, that The 
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system of Claim 13, wherein the request is a handoff request, (col. 5; 45-51) Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include the 
request is a handoff request in order to provide admitting handoff calls into a wireless network. 

22. Regarding Claim 22, The above combination disclosed all the particulars of the claim except 
processing the request by determining whether allowing the request would exceed a blocking 
threshold for the cell. However, Nagarajan teaches in an analogous art, that The method of Claim 
13, further comprising processing the request by determining whether allowing the request 
would exceed a blocking threshold for the cell. (col. 6; 1 1-26) Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include processing the 
request by determining whether allowing the request would exceed a blocking threshold for the 
cell in order to provide admitting handoff calls into a wireless network. 

23. Regarding Claim 23, The above combination disclosed all the particulars of the claim except 
processing the request by determining whether allowing the request would exceed a 
corresponding blocking threshold. However, Nagarajan teaches in an analogous art, that The 
method of Claim 22, wherein the cell comprises a plurality of blocking thresholds and further 
comprising processing the request by determining whether allowing the request would exceed a 
corresponding blocking threshold, (col.6; 45-63) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include processing the request by 
determining whether allowing the request would exceed a corresponding blocking threshold in 
order to provide admitting handoff calls into a wireless network. 
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24. Regarding Claim 24, The above combination disclosed all the particulars of the claim except 
a call bandwidth blocking threshold for call admission and additional bandwidth requests and a 
handoff blocking threshold for call handoff requests. However, Nagarajan teaches in an 
analogous art, that The method of Claim 23, wherein the cell comprises a call bandwidth 
blocking threshold for call admission and additional bandwidth requests and a handoff blocking 
threshold for call handoff requests. (coL6; 45-63) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include a call bandwidth blocking threshold 
for call admission and additional bandwidth requests and a handoff blocking threshold for call 
handoff requests in order to provide admitting new and/or handoff calls into a wireless network. 

32. Regarding Claim 32, The above combination disclosed all the particulars of the claim except 
the request is a handoff request. However, Nagarajan teaches in an analogous art, that The 
method of Claim 25, wherein the request is a handoff request, (col. 5; 45-51) Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include the 
request is a handoff request in order to provide admitting handoff calls into a wireless network. 

34. Regarding Claim 34, The above combination disclosed all the particulars of the claim except 
processing the request by determining whether allowing the request would exceed a blocking 
threshold for the cell. However, Nagarajan teaches in an analogous art, that The method of Claim 

25, the logic further comprising processing the request by determining whether allowing the 
request would exceed a blocking threshold for the cell, (col.6; 1 1-26) Therefore, it would have 
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been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include processing the 
request by determining whether allowing the request would exceed a blocking threshold for the 
cell in order to provide admitting handoff calls into a wireless network. 

35. Regarding Claim 35, The above combination disclosed all the particulars of the claim except 
processing the request by determining whether allowing the request would exceed a 
corresponding blocking threshold. However, Nagarajan teaches in an analogous art, that The 
method of Claim 25, wherein the cell comprises a plurality of blocking thresholds and further 
comprising processing the request by determining whether allowing the request would exceed a 
corresponding blocking threshold, (col. 6; 45-63) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include processing the request by 
determining whether allowing the request would exceed a corresponding blocking threshold in 
order to provide admitting handoff calls into a wireless network. 

36. Regarding Claim 36, The above combination disclosed all the particulars of the claim except 
a call bandwidth blocking threshold for call admission and additional bandwidth requests and a 
handoff blocking threshold for call handoff requests. However, Nagarajan teaches in an 
analogous art, that The method of Claim 25, wherein the cell comprises a call bandwidth 
blocking threshold for call admission and additional bandwidth requests and a handoff blocking 
threshold for call handoff requests, (col. 6; 45-63) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include a call bandwidth blocking threshold 



Application/Control Number: 09/839,833 



Page 18 



Art Unit: 2683 

for call admission and additional bandwidth requests and a handoff blocking threshold for call 
handoff requests in order to provide admitting new and/or handoff calls into a wireless network. 



The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for allowance: 

Claims 37-39 are allowed based on "the first and second connections each have their own 

QOS, COS levels and the handoff request/Admission policy." 

Any comments considered necessary by applicant must be submitted no later than the 

payment of the issue fee and, to avoid processing delays, should preferably accompany the issue 

fee. Such submissions should be clearly labeled "Comments on Statement of Reasons for 

Allowance." 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sharad Rampuria whose telephone number is 703-308-4736. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thu. (8: 15-5:45) alternate Fri.( 8: 15-4:45). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Trost can be reached on 703-308-53 18. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-872-9314 for regular 
communications and 703-872-9314 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-4700. 



Allowable Subject Matter 



Sharad K. Rampuria 
November 17, 2003 
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